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Connections By Mobile Stations 
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Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

Applicant hereby submits the following Arguments, in five (5) or less total pages, 
as attachment to the Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review Form (PTO/SB/33). A Notice 
of Appeal is concurrently filed. 



Applicant's arguments in the Reply under 37 C.F.R. § 1.111 ("First Reply") filed 
in response to the Office Action issued October 28, 2005 ("First Action"), were not 
properly considered or responded to by the Examiner in the Final Office Action issued 
August 30, 2006 ("Final Action"). The Examiner's responses were legally and factually 
deficient for the reasons cited below. 

Objection for "Priority" 

The Examiner has apparently twice objected to the pending claims under the 
heading "priority." (First Action, If 3; Final Objection, ffif 3 and 11.) Although the basis 
for this objection is not clearly stated, the Examiner appears to assert that Applicant is 
required to explicitly identify which claims are supported by the parent application 
despite the fact that the priority date for the claims is not at issue in this case. Applicant 
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is not aware of any such requirement and respectfully requests that any objection based 
on such reasoning be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Objection to the Drawings 

The Examiner has twice objected to the drawings because they allegedly do not 
"show every feature of the invention specified in the claims." (First Action, H 4; Final 
Action, If 4.) In making the objection, the Examiner has twice referred to figures 1-22 
despite the fact that Applicant explicitly pointed to support for the claims in Figures 23 A 
and 23B in its First Reply. (First Reply, p. 8, fflf 2-3.) Applicant is unsure why Examiner 
apparently refused to consider Figures 23A and 23B and why the Examiner is 
maintaining this objection. Applicant respectfully requests that the objection to the 
drawings be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Rejection of Independent Claims Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 

For a rejection to be legally adequate under 35 U.S.C. § 102, every claim 
limitation must be taught in a single reference. Industries, Inc. v. Guardian Industries 
Corp., 75 F.3d 1558, 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1996). The absence of any claimed element from 
the reference negates anticipation. Atlas Powder Co. v. E.I du Pont de Nemours & Co., 
750 F.2d 1569, 1574 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The Examiner has failed to show where each 
feature of the independent claims 1, 13, 14 and 25 are present in the allegedly 
anticipating reference. For this reason, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection 
be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

More specifically, the Examiner has twice rejected independent claims 1, 13, 14, 
and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent Application No. 
2002/0075844 to Hagen ("Hagen"). The method of claim 1 describes allowing a station 
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to connect to a network over a first interface, and then determining that the same station 
is attempting to access the same network over an interface different from the first 
interface. Similarly, independent claims 13, 14 and 25, each recite the feature of a 
station having access to a network via a first interface, and determining that the same 
station is attempting to gain access to the network via a second, different, interface. 
Applicant respectfully asserts that this feature common to each independent claim is not 
present in Hagen. 

As noted in Applicant's reply dated February 28, 2006, ("Reply") Hagen is 
directed to a "network access server (NAS)" that, among other things, "provides public 
network access to mobile terminals through the private network's access point and public 
network access connection." (Hagen, Abstract.) In effect, the NAS described in Hagen 
"provides a system and method that enables terminals to access public networks, such as 
the Internet, ... via fixed, wireline or wireless network connections, and at 
geographically dispersed network access points using the existing public network 
connections of private or proprietary networks." (Reply, p. 9-10; Hagen, Summary of 
Invention, If 0010.) 

The Examiner specifically asserts that the above noted features of the 
independent claims are disclosed in Hagen at If 0057. (First Action, pp. 4-5; Final 
Action, pp. 4-5.) Applicant respectfully disagrees. The "interfaces" of Hagen represent 
the plurality of connections of the described NAS— i.e., one connection to the mobile 
terminals via WAPs (see FIG. 1, downlink 6); one connection to a public network (see 
FIG. 1, uplink 13); and one connection to a private network or LAN (see FIG. 1, 
interface 8). (Reply, p. 10.) In other words, the plurality of interfaces in Hagan refers to 
separate means for connecting to a network. Hagen then teaches that whether or not a 
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mobile station is permitted access to the private LAN via one of the separate interfaces 
depends on its IP address and the settings of the IP filter or firewall, as determined by the 
resource provider. (Reply, pp. 10-11.) 

There is simply no indication that the "resource provider" of Hagen first allows a 
mobile terminal to connect to the private network or LAN over a first interface (e.g., via 
the NAS), and then determines whether that same mobile terminal is attempting to have a 
second connection to the private network or LAN over an alternate interface that is 
different from the first interface. Hagen thus does not teach or suggest "determining that 
the [same] station is attempting to have a second connection to the network over a 
second interface other than the first interface," as recited in claim 1. (Reply, p. 11-12.) 
The Examiner has misinterpreted Hagan and the continued rejection of the independent 
claims over Hagen is both legally and factually deficient. 

Applicant's further note that the Examiner's response in the Final Action to 
Applicant's substantive remarks was non-responsive. (See Final Action, p. 8.) Therein, 
Examiner stated that "[t]he resource provider may determine that in addition to hosting 
unknown or foreign mobile terminals 1 , which are not to be provided access to LAN 10, 
the resource provider will also host mobile terminals 1 which the resource provider owns 
or for other reasons has determined to provide access to LAN 10, refer to paragraph 
00057." (Final Action, p. 8; emphasis in original.) To the extent that the Examiner's 
response may be understood, Applicant respectfully submits that the remarks still do not 
illustrate the claimed feature of determining that a single mobile terminal is attempting to 
have a second connection to the private network or LAN over an alternate interface that 
is different from the first interface. Indeed the remarks appear to point to two different 
mobile terminals accessing the LAN. 
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As a final matter, the Examiner noted certain non-patent literature documents 

submitted in Applicant's Information Disclosure Statement were not considered because 

no copies of the references had been provided to the Office. Applicant respectfully notes 

that copies of the non-patent literature were previously submitted during prosecution of 

Application No. 10/044,016 (to which priority is claimed), and were properly referenced 

in the IDS filed November 5, 2003, in the above captioned application according to 37 

C.F.R. § 1.98(d) (1) and (2). Applicant therefore submits duplicate copies are not 

required. However, Applicant has included courtesy copies of the references with this 

filing. 

The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office is hereby authorized to charge any fee 
deficiency, or credit any overpayment, to our Deposit Account No. 19-0036. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox p.l.l.c. 

Jon E. Wright 0 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 50,720 
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